SARAH
merit. Courtin, the French Ambassador, laid the situation
before Louvois, together with elaborate and scandalous
accounts of John's love-affairs. Louvois replied that
Churchill appeared to be too much taken up with the
ladies to devote his whole-hearted affection to a regiment,
He would give, Louvois said, " more satisfaction to a rich
and faded mistress, than to a monarch who did not want to
have dishonourable and dishonoured carpet knights in his
armies." Courtin, however, considered Churchill a far abler
officer than his competitor, and the post was undoubtedly
offered him. It was Churchill who refused. " Mr Churchill,"
reported the Ambassador, whose news was now certainly
up to date, " prefers to serve the very pretty sister [Sarah
Jennings] of Lady Hamilton than to be lieutenant-colonel in
Monmouth's regiment/'1
This phase in Churchill's life is significant. It marks more
clearly than anything else the intensity of his passion for
Sarah, before which adventure, ambition, and " lucre " alike
lost their power. There may, of course, have been more
general reasons as well for his not wishing to take further ser-
vice under the French. He had probably begun to share
the prejudices of most Englishmen of this time against
Louis XIV's assaults on the Protestant Dutch. He had
experienced at Enzheim the French profusion with their
hired troops. Better to " sport with Amaryllis in the shade "
than lease himself as a French popinjay! Anyhow, he refused.
Mars was quite decidedly set aside for Venus. However, the
estrangement was not final.
During this same year, 1676, Sir Winston Churchill and his
wife became concerned at the attachment of their son to Sarah
Jennings. They did not see how he could make a career for
himself unless he married money. To this, with his looks
and prowess, he might well aspire. They fixed their eyes
upon Catharine Sedley, daughter and heiress of Sir Charles
Sedley, a man renowned for his wit and his wealth. Catharine
1 November 19/29, 1676. Correspondence politiqu^ Angltterrc, t. 120 C, f. z3i; cf.
rT. 206, 248, etc. This account is based on the original letters in the French Foreign
Office, and corrects erroneous accounts in Wolscley and in Forncron's 'Louise de
Wolseley, indeed, places part of this story in 1674 and part in 1676,
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